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U. REMARKS 

Claims 1-26 and 28-04 are pending after entry of the amendments set forth herein. 
Claims U«, 16, 20, 27, and 33 were examined and were rejected. Claims 9-15. 17-19, 21-26. 28- 
32 and 34-62 were withdrawn from consideration. 

Claims 1 20 and 33 are amended. The amendments to the claims were made solely in the 
interest of expediting prosecution, and are not to be constmed as an acquiescence to any objection or 
rejection of any claim. Support for the amendments to claims 1 . 20, and 33 is found in the cla.ms as 
originally ftled, and throughout the specification, in particular at the following exemplary locations: 
page 12, lines 20-25; and Example 3. Accordingly, no new matter is added by these amendments. 
Please replace claims 1. 20. and 33 with the clean version provided above. 
Claim 27 is canceled without prejudice to renewal, without intent to acquiesce to any rejection, 
and without intent to suirender any subject matter encompassed by the canceled claim. Applicants 
expressly reserve the right to pursue any canceled subject matter in one or more continuation and/or 

divisional applications. 

Claims 63 and 64 arc added. Support for new claims 63 and 64 is found in the claims as 
originally filed, and throughout the specification, in particular at the following exemplary location: 
Example 3. Accordingly, no new matter is added. 

Attached hereto is a marked-up version of the changes made to the claims by the current 
amendment. The attached is captioned " VFJ^.SION WITH MARKlNr.S TO SHOW CHANGES 
MADE ." 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the application in view of the remarks made 

herein. 
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l(^^j>^^■^.afinn nisclftsure Statement 

Applicants file herewith an Information Disclosure Statement, which provides: 
" 1) a copy of Reid et aL, "Radial Migration of Subependymal Cells in tlie Adult Rodent 

Forebrain", Society o/Neuroscience - ABSTRACTS, Vol. 22 Part 3, 26^- Annual 
Meeting, Washington, D.C. November 16-21 1996 ("Reid, 1996 Abstract"); and 
2) a copy of James Steven Reid's doctoral thesis ("Reid thesis"). 



l )Reid 1996 Abstract 

^ As explained in the amendment, filed on September 16, 2002^respoasive to the May 6, 2002 

Ofllce Action in parent ease U.S. Serial No. 09/129,028, the Reid 1996 Abstract is not available as pnor 
art under 35 U.S.C.§102 against the present application. 

Applicants' disclosure of their own work within one year before the application filing date 
cam.ot be used against them under 35 U.S.C.§ 102(a). Therefore, where the applicants arc co-authors of 
a publication cited against their application, the publication may be removed as a reference by 
submission of a declaration establishing that the article is describing applicants' own work, that the 
publication is not "by another." The courts have found that persons involved only with assay and testing 
are nomally listed as coauthors but are not considered co-inventors.' Authorship of an article by itself 
does not raise a presumption of inventorship with respect to the subject matter disclosed in die article. 
Thus, co-authors may not be presumed to be coinventors merely from the fact of co-authoi^hip. 

The situation in the present application is similar to that of /« re Katz, First, the September 17. 
1996 date is less than one year before the August 4, 1997 priority date of tine instant application. 
Second, the authors listed on the Reid Abstract are Reid, Patcl, and Kallon. Patel is not a co-inventor of 
the present application. Patel is not an inventor, as he was working under the direction of Fallon, and 
did not contribute to the inventive concept. Accordingly, the Reid 1996 Abstract is the inventors' own 
work, and as such is not invention "by another." A copy oflhe Declaration under 37 C.F.R.§1.132 by 



'in In rc Kan, 215 USPQ 14 (CCPA 1982). Katz Mated in a declaration that the coauthors oflhL uilcd publication, 
Chiurazzi «nd Kshhar, "wrc students working imdcr tho direction and supervision of the inventor. Ur. David 11. Kat^." Tho 
court held that this declaration, in combination with the fact that the publication was a research paper, was enough to 
establish Katz the solo inventor and that ihc woik described in the publication was bis own. In research papers, slvidcnts 
involved only with assay and testing ai-e normally listed as coauthors bm arc not considered co-inventors. 
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Dr. Jnmcs Fallon, which was made of record in the 09/129,028 applic.lion. attests to this foct and is 

provided herewith as Exhibit 1, 

Therefore, in view of the evidence in tine form of the Declaration of James Fallon under 37 
C.F.R.§ 1.132, the Reid 1996 Abstract is not available as prior art under 35 U.S.C.§102 against the 
present application, as it i.<! derived from the inventors' own work. 

2)^ei d thes is 

/ A copy of the doctoral thesis of inventor James Steven Reid is provided herewith. The Reid 

diesis is tiot available as prior art to the instant application under 35 U.S.C.§102. 

As discussed in MPEP §2128.01. a doctoral thesis is available as prior art as a "i>rinted 
publication" only when indexed, cataloged, and shelved in a library such that it is sufficiently 
accessible to the public The Reid thesis was deposited with the Office of Graduate Studies at the 
University of California, Irvine, in March. 1997. However, the Reid thesis was not cataloged in the 
University library until October 15, 1997. Thus, the Reid diesis was not available to the public as a 
prhitcd pubUcation until after the August 4. 1997 priority date of the instant application. Accordingly, 
the Reid thesis is not available as prior art to the instant application under 35 U.S.C.§102. 

Bnj^Hi nn iindcr 35 U.S.C.$1 12, fir st parapraph 

" Claims 1-8, 20, 27, and 33 were rejected under 35 U.S.C.§ 1 12, first paragraph, as allegedly 
lacking written description. Claims 1-8, 20, 27. and 33 were rejected under 35 U.S.C.§1 12, first 
paragraph, as allegedly lacking enablement. 
y' Written description 

The Office Action stated that while the disclosure teaches that TGF-<x is a molecule that binds 
EGF receptor (liGF-R). the recitation of ill described molecules which maintain such functional 
activhics merely represents a functional recitation of multiple distinct classes of molecules that are not 
stL-uctii rally described but which arc encompassed by the claims. Applicants respectfully traverse the 
rejection. 

All that is necessary to fiilfdl the written description requirement is that one of skill in the art 
recognize that the Applicants invented what is claimed. MPEP §2 163.02. An objective standard for 
dctennining compliance with the written description requirement is, "does the description clcariy allow 
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persons of ordinary skill in the ait to recognize th.l he or she invented what is claimed." Applicant, 
submit ih.t those skilled in the art would recognise that Applicants invented whnt is claimed. 

The instant .peci Hcation provides an ample description of compounds that were known in the art 
10 bind nnd activate an EGF-R, including EOF. TGF-a. betacellulin. heparin binding EGF4ike factor, 
amplmogulin, heregulin. -and ncuregulin.3, and variants tl^ereof. Specification, e.g.. page 1 2. Ime 28 to 
page 13 line6 The OfTice Action stated that while the disclosure teaches that TGF-a is a molecule that 
binds the 1:GF-R, "^he recitation of alterative ill described molecules which maintain such fonctional 
activities as noted above merely represents a functional recitation of multiple distinct classes of 
molecules which are not structurally described but which are encompassed by the claims." Office 
Action page 3. However, many of the compounds discussed in the specification were well known m the 
art at the time of filing. It was forthcr known that a number of EGF-R ligands share structural features. 
These structural features are depicted in the amino acid sequence alignment, provided herewith as 
Exhibit 2. 

The instant specification provides working examples of the use of TGF-a to attract a ghal 
progenitor cell to a site of CNS lesion or damage. Specification, e.g.. Example 3. Based on Applicants' 
disclosure, those skilled in the art would reasonably expect that other EGF-R binding compounds would 
also function to attract a glial progenitor cell to a site of CNS lesion or damage. 

F nahlcmcnt 

The Office Action stated that the specification is enabling for TGF-a binding to the EGF 
receptor, and stated that the specification does not reasonably provide enablement for the generic 
recitation of all compounds that bind to the EGF receptor to attract a glial progenitor cell or progeny 
thereof or to stimulate differentiation as claimed. Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

The enablement requircmcm of 35 U.S.C.§ 1 12, first paragraph, requires that an Applicant teach 
bow to make and use the invention commensurate in scope with the claims. Applicants have shown by 
working example that an EGF-R binding ligand, when administered outside the vemricles to an animal 
having CNS damage or lesion, is effective in attracting a glial progenitor cell or its progeny to the site of 
CNS damage or lesion. Applicants have also provided abundant description of how to determine 
whether a given UGF-R binding compound attracts a glial progenitor cell or its progeny to the site of 
CNS damage or lesion. Applicants submit that the enablement requirement of 35 U.S.C.§ 1 12, first 
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paragraph, has been met. 

The insunt specification provides an.ple deseriplio. of methods for attracting a glial progenitor 
cell or progeny thereof to a site of CNS lesion or damage. Specification, e.g., page 12, lines 3-8; and 
Example 3 (beginning on page 68). The specification provides working example, of methods for 
aarncting a glial progenitor cell or progeny thereof to a site of CNS lesion or damage in a mammal, 
comprising administering a compound that binds an EGF-R to the mammal. The working example 
exemplifies use of TGF-a. 

The .speeilleation further provides ample description, including by working example, of how to 
determine whether a given compound binds an EGF-R, and how to deter^nine whether a given 
cotnpound that binds an EGF-R attracts a glial progenitor cell or progeny thereof to a site of CNS lesion 
or damage. Specification, page 29, lines 7-24; and Example 3, page 68 et scq. 

Applicants are not required under 35 U.S.C.§ 1 12. first paragraph, to show that each and every 
compound that binds an EGF-R will function in the methods as claimed. Furthermore, the claims 
rcciMire that a glial progenitor cell or its progeny be attracted to a site of CNS damage or lesion. Thus, 
the claims exclude compounds that, when administered as claimed, do not attract a glial progenitor cell 
or its progeny to a site of CNS damage or lesion. 

In view of the description in the specification, including working examples, of mctliods for 
.tt,-aeling a glial progenitor cell or progeny thereof to a site of CNS lesion or damage, those skilled in 
the art would reasonably expect that other compounds that bind EGF-R would also attract a glial 
progenitor cell or progeny thereof to a site of CNS lesion or damage. 

rnnrlnsmii as to the f r rr.i inns under 35 U.5.C.^11 2. first paraKragh 

Applicants submit that the rejection of claims 1-8, 20, 27, and 33 under 35 U.S.C. §1 12, first 

paragraph, has been adequately addressed in view ofihc remarks set forth above. The Examiuer is thus 

respectfully requested to withdraw the rejection. 
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RgicctiM iinfljX^V' ^r%\\\ second paragraph 

' Claim 20 was rejected under 35 U,S.C.§1 12, second paragraph, as allegedly iadefin.te. 
The Office Action staled that claims 20 is incomplete for omitting essential steps, the omitted 
steps being those steps which link the in vitro administ,-ation of the eompound to the method as claimed 
in claim 1. 

The Offiee Action suggested the recitation "wherein the CNS tissue is in fssue culti^re. 
Applicants thank the Office for the helpful suggestion, which is incoipomted into claim 20. 

Applicants submit that the rejection of claim 20 under 35 U.S.C §112. second paragraph, has 
been adequately addressed in view of the remarks set forth above. The Examiner is thus respectfully 
requested to withdraw the rejection. 

p^.^ ..r.A^. !T .<;.C.6l02fa^ 

Claims 1-7. 16, and 33 were rejected under 35 U.S.C.§l02(a) as allegedly amicipated by Reid et 
al. ("Radial Migration of Subependymal Cells in the Adult Rodent Forebrain" Abstract. 8-7-97; 

hereinafter "the Rcid Abstract"). 

The Office Action slated that the Reid Abstract teaches striatal in fusion of TGF-a in lesioned 
dopaminergic nigrostriatal pathway, and that the infused TGU^ indtices cells in the subependymal .one 
to proliferate and migrate radially into the overlying striahmv The Office Action concluded that the 
Reid Abstiact anticipates the claimed invention. Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

The Reid Abstract is not available as prior art under 35 U.S.C.§102(a). The Rcid Abstract was 
published on August 8, 1 997. The instant application claims benefit of the August 4. 1997 filing date of 
U.S. Provisional Application No. 60/055.383. Hence, the effective filing date of the instant application 
is August 4, 1997. Since the Reid Abstract published after the effective filing date of the instant 
application, the Rcid Abstract is not available as prior art under 35 U.S.C.§102(a). 

Applicants submit that the rejection of claims 1-7, 16, and 33 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) has been 
adequately addressed in view of the remarks set forth above. The Examiner is thus respectfully 
requested to withdraw the rejection, 
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Reicctjon iffldcrmJ.S.C.§ \ 02Cc} 

" Claims 1-8, 16, and 33 were rejected uader 35 U5.C.§ 102(e) as allegedly anticipated ^ 

ct al ((J.55. Patentee 5,980,885; "Weiss"). 

The Omec Action stated that Weiss teaches administration of TGF-a to brain for the purpose of 
ir^dueing in vivo proliferation, migration and differentiation of neural and/or glial cells and for treatment 
of l-lnotington's. Alzheimer's. Parkinson's and other neurological disorders. The Off.cc Action stated 
th.t as the treatment of Weiss involves administration of TGF-a to the brain and results in the contact of 
TGl-u a compound that binds the EOF receptor with neural progenitor cells within the bram, the 
treatment taugbt by Weiss is necessarily the same as that claimed because the treatment comprises the 
same reagents, steps, and effects. Applicants respectfully traverse tlie rejection. 

Without conceding as to the correctness of the rejection, claim 33 is amended to recite "to a site 
of CNS damage or lesion," and "wherein the administration is outside the ventricles." 

}Veiss only discusses administration to the ventricles. 

Weis.s does not disclose a treatment method that comprises the same reagents, steps, and effects 
as the instant claims. Weiss only shows Intraventriculai- injection of growth factors to animals that 
have no CNS climLa£c.orlcsion. Weiss, Examples 27-30. Weiss states that EGF was infused into the 
lateral ventricles (Wei.ss, Ex^unple 27, column 47, lines 1 2-16); that EGF and FGF were administered 
into the ventricular system (Weiss, Example 28, column 47, lines 59-63); that EGF or FGF or EGF and 
FGF logctbcr were administered into the lateral ventricle (Weiss, Example 29, column 48, lines 8-1 1); 
and that EGF was administered into the fourth ventricle (Weiss, Example 30. column 48. lines 27-32). 

Weiss states repeatedly that growth factors are delivered to the ventricles. Weiss, column 17, 
lines S-19; column 26, lines 3-10; and column 26. lines 16-20. However, administration of TGFa, or 
functional fragments thereof, to the ventricles dnegjigLfunctioiLt o indncc migration of a glitegggllitQr 
cell tnivn-^ " riN.S damage or lesion. 
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Weiss states: 

"The number of neural stem ccl! progeny proliferated in vitro from the 
mammalian CNS can be increased dramatically by injecting a growth factor or 
combination of Bro^vlh factors, for example EGF. FGF. or EGF and FGF 
together. Into the ventricles .. " Column 17, lines 8-12. emphasis added. 

Weiss states: 

-The ventricular system is found in nearly all brain regions and thus allows easier 
access to the affected areas. If one wants to modify the stem cells in vivo by 
exposing them to a composition eomprising a growth factor or a viral vector, it is 
relatively easy to implant a device that administers the composition to the 
ventricle and tl^us. to the neural stem cells. For example, a cannula attached to 
an osmotic pump may be used to deliver the composition. Alternatively, the 
composition may be injected directly into Ihc ventricles." Column 26, lines 2- 
10, emphasis added, 

Weiss slates 1 

"For treatment of Huntington's Disease, Alzheimer's Disease, Parkinson's 
Disease, and other neurological disorders affecting primarily the forebrain, 
growth factors or other neurological agents would be delivered U> the ventricles 
of the forebrain ..." Column 26, lines 16-19, emphasis added. 

In contrast, the instant invention provides a method for attracting a glial progenitor cell or a 
progeny thereof to a site of CNS lesion or damage, wherein TGF-a is administered outside of the 
ventricles, sueh that the glial progenitor cells present in tho ventricles (e.g.. the subependymal -<«.ne) 
proliferate and nugrate ..^.y from the ventricles and £owar4 a site of CNS daiDage or lesion. 

m.is does ml sfmv admmstration to a subject having CNS damage or lesion. 

Weiss docs not provide any disclosure showing administration of TGF-a to a subject hMvin£ 
CNSdamajjeoijLCmMioiL as required in the instant claims. Where there is no lesion or CNS 
damage, there can be no migration to such. Weiss only discusses experiments in which EGF. FGF, or 
. combination of liGF and FGF were introduced intraveniricularly into mice that had no CNS damage 
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CNS lesion. Weiss, Examples 27-30. Not one of the animals discussed in Examples 27-30 had CNS 
damage or lesion. 

Wdss docs not provide any teaching of administering TGF-a to stimulate rnigmtion of a glial 
progenitor cell orprogeny thereof to a site of CNS damage or lesion. Wciss.only diseusses results of 
administering EOF. FGF, or a combination of EGF and FGF to ventricle of a mo.se brain that docs not 
have any CNS damage or lesion. Weiss only discusses ^lifbration of neural stem cells following 
intn^vcuricular injection of EGF, FGF, or a combination of EGF and FGF. Weiss, Examples 27-30. 

Weiss does not provide any evidence whatsoever that admini-stration of TGF-a, with or without 
any other growth factors, will stimulate proliferation and migration of glial progenitor cells or progeny 
thereo f to a site of CNS damage or lesion . 

mss <loes not show any directed migration of neural progenitor cells or their progeny to a site 

ofCNS damage or lesion. 

Wei..s does not show any diESCted migration of a glial progenitor cell or its progeny. Weiss docs 
not show migration of a glial progenitor cell or its progeny awa^ from the ventricle and toward a «ite of 
CNS damage or lesion. Weiss's experimental animals do not have any CNS damage or lesion. In the 
absence of a lesion, Weiss ca,inot teach or suggest that TGF-a would stimulate glial progenitor cell or its 
progeny to proliferate nnH n».r«re towarrt a H\t^ of CNS damage or lesion . 

Weiss is r^ot enabling for a method of attracting a glial progenitor cell to a site of CNS lesion or 
damage. invoMng adrmnlstcring TGF-a at or r^ear a site of CNS lesion or damage, at o site outside of 
the ventricles. 

It is well-settled law that a reference must be enabling in order to anticipate a claim. The Federal 
Circuit has staled in In re Donahue. 226 USPQ 6 1 9 (Fed, Cir. 1985) that: 

It is well sculcd that prior art under 35 U.S.C. § 102 (b) must sufficicmly describe the claimed 
invention to have placed the public in possession of it. In re Sasse, 629 F.2d 675, 68 1 . 207 
U.S.P.Q. (BNA) 107. Ill (CCPA mO)-InreSamour,51] P.2dat562. 197 U.S.P.Q. at 4; sec 
also Reading & Bate:^ Construction Co. v. Baker Energy Resources Corp., 748 F.2d 645, 651-52. 
223 U.S.P.Q. (BNA) 1 168, 1 173 (Fed. ar.l984). Such possession is effected if one of ordinary 
. skill in the art could have combined the publication's description of the invention with his own 



Received from < > at 116/03 12:06:48 PM [Eastern Standard Time] 



11 



JAN-06-03 HON 09:04 AH FAX NO. P. 17 

Atiy Dkt, No.: UCAI,263CIP 
USSN; 09/739,933 

■ Knowledge to make the claimed invention. Sec In re UGrice, 301 F.2d at 939. 1 33 U.S.P.Q. .t 
373-74 Accordingly, even if the claimed invention is disclosed in a printed publication, that 
disclosure will not snfflce as prior art if it was not enabling. In re BorsU 52 C.C.1'.A. 1398, 345 
F.2d 851. 855. 145 U.S.P.Q. (BNA) 554. 557 (1965), cert, denied, 382 U.S. 973, 83 S, Ct. 537, 
15L.F.d.2d465 (1966). 

mis, if a reference is non-enabling for a particular invention, it cannot ^iticipatc that particular 

invention. 

AS discussecl above, Weiss does not show a method for attracting a glial progenitor cell to a site 
OfCNS lesion or da.nage. involving administering TGF-a to .n indivKlnal having . CNS dam.ge or 
lesion where administration is out sid. of the ventricles. Weiss does not .show nufirgtion of a newal 
stem coll or progeny thereof away from the ventricles and to a site of CNS lesion or damage. 
Accordingly, Weiss is not an enabling disclosure, and as such cannot anticipate the instant invention as 
claimed. 

Weiss docs not disclose the instant method as claimed. Weiss is not an enabling disclosure 
Accordingly, Weiss cannot anticipate the instant invention as claimed. 

Applicants submit that the rejection of claims 1-8, 16, and 33 under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) has been 
adequately addressed in view of the remarks set forth above. The Examiner is thus respcctfiiUy 
requested to withdraw the rejection. 

p^j^Mi^n .mH,^r U S.C.S 102(b) 

Claims 1-7, 16. and 33 were rejected under 35 U.S.C.§102(b) as allegedly anticipated by Alex, et 
al. ((May, 1997) Proc. Nail Acad. Sci. USA 77:5258-5262; "Alexi"). 

Alexi is not available as prior art under 35 U.S.C.§l02(b). To be available a., art under 35 
U,S.C.§ 1 02(b). a reference must have been published more than one year before the effective filing date 
of the application. The instant application lias an effective filing date of August 4, 1997. Alexi was 
imblished in May of 1 997. i.e., less than one year befon. the effective filing date of the instant 
application. Accordingly. Alexi is not available as prior art under 35 U.S.C.§102(b). Alexi is available 
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as prior art under 35 U.S.C.§ 1 02(a). 



Under 37 C,F.R.§1.131. aiid as discussed in MPiiP §2132.01, when any claim of an application 
is rejected under 35 U.S.C.§ 102(a), the iriventor of the subject matter of the rejected claim may submit a 
declaration to establish invention of tb« subject matter of the rejected claim prior to the effective date of 
Ihc reference on which Ihe rejection is ba-sed. 

The Declaration of James Fallon under 37 C.F.K.§1.131, provided herewith as Exhibit 3. states 
that the instant invention ^ claimed in rejected claims 1-7, 1 6, and 33 was conceived and reduced to 
practice before the May 1997 pubUcation date of Alcxi. The doctoral thesis of James Steven Reid (the 
"Rcid thesis") provides evidence for the fact tlr.t the instant invention as claimed was conceived and 
reduced to practice before the May 1997 pubUcation date of Al.xi. The Reid thesis was deposited with 
the Office ofGraduate Studies ofthe University of California at Irvine in March, 1997. A copy of the 
deposit fonn is provided herewith as Exhibit 5. The deposit form has been redacted to remove personal 
information. 

As discus.sed above, the Rcid thesis is not available as prior art to the instant application under 35 
U.S.C.§102, as the Reid thesis was not publicly available until after the August 4. 1997 priority dale of 
the instant application. 

Applicants submit that the rejection of claims 1-7. J6, and 33 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) has been 
adequately addressed in view of the remarfo set forth above. The Examiner is thus re-^pcctfuHy 
requested to withdraw the rejection. 

ni. CONCLUSION 

Applicants submit that all of the claims are in condition for allowance, which action is requested. 
If the lixaminer llnd.s that a telephone conference would expedite the prosecution of this application, the 
Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at the number provided. 
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The Commissioner is hereby authorised to charge ar.y underpayment of fees associated with this 

cor..mumcation, ir»cl.ding any necessary fees for extensior^s of time, or credit any oven^ayment to 

Deposit Account No. 50-0815, order number UCAU63CTP. 

Respectfully submitted, 

BOZICEVIC, MELD & FRANCIS LLP 



Date: 



By: 




Paula A. Borden 
Registration No. 42,344 



IJOZICEVIC. FIBLD & FRANCIS LLP 
200 Middlcfield Road, Suite 200 
Mcnlo Park, CA 94025 
Telephone: (650) 327-3400 
Facsimile: (650)327-3231 
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virivsmN WITH A^Attl^mnS TO rH ANGES MADE 

Please enter the amendments to claims 1, 20, and 33, as shown below. 

1 (Amended) A method for attracting a glial progenitor cell, or a progeny of a glial 
progenitor cell, to a site of damap. or lesion in a central nervous system (CNS) tissue. tl.e method 

comprising [the steps of:] 

[providing a compound that binds to ai. epidermal growth factor (EOF)/ ErblB family receptor; 

aiTl] . , , , 

administering a sufficient amount of [the compound] L rompmind that hmdfi to an epiderm al 

growthJLctQLiSGFlLUrbBlan^^ 

therein [to the site to attract] the glial progenitor cell or progeny thereof kiiOXiU^ to the site of 
damagcoLlcsiim in the central nervous system (CNS) tissue. 

20. (Amended) The method of claim 1, ateailllF ^'NS tissue is in lissMeoiUuis^nd 
wherein the compound is administered to [a] the tissue culture comprising a glial progenitor cell. 

33 (Amended) A method for attracting a glial progetiitor cell, or a progeny thereof, to a site 
oldatn^orjesion in a central nervous system (CNS) tissue Jh^meMd comprising administering a 
sufficient amount of transforming growth factor alpha (TC3Fa) polypeptide, or ftmctional fragment 
thereof, to the site to attract the glial progenitor cell or its progeny to the site, wherein S=ii<l 
fld ministrotion is outside of the ve ntricles. 
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